The article presents a study of dialogical discourse operators defined as pragmatic markers. The author introduces a list of special English pragmatic markers -words that are united by the same implicit semantics of contrast. Pragmatic markers of the selected group are used in dialogical discourse as a means of realization of the speaker's communicative intention and serve as illocutionary indicators of indirect speech acts. They are also important components of indirect communicative strategies and tactics.
various explicit and implicit pragmatic meanings and accordingly perform numerous pragmatic functions. It should be noted in this respect that meaning is understood in this article as it is defined by Channell -a broad term indicating all the propositions, which a listener can reasonably derive, taking into account contextual and background knowledge (1994: 24) .
The aim of this paper is to suggest the mechanism of selecting and investigating the pragmatic potential of a group of small language units serving in speech as pragmatic markers. The material subjected to analysis presents a selection of dialogical fragments taken from novels by contemporary English and American writers. The criterion of the selection was the presence of pragmatic markers under analysis in the dialogical discourse fragments. In the process of the research the following methods were applied: some elements of componential analysis, speech act analysis, and discourse analysis. Componential analysis was used in order to reveal semantic and additional pragmatic components of the pragmatic markers under investigation. The application of speech act analysis made it possible to investigate the illocutionary potential of the pragmatic markers. And finally, discourse analysis allowed us to introduce communicative strategies and tactics where the pragmatic markers in question are used as important components of speech interaction.
Before I go further into my investigation of pragmatic markers, the general notion of discourse markers should be highlighted. Discourse markers are fairly defined in linguistics as "mystery words" (Brinton 2003: 152) or "mystery particles" (Longacre 1976: 468) . According to Longacre, mystery particles almost inevitably "have a function, which relates to a unit larger than the sentence, i.e. to the paragraph and the discourse" (1976: 468) . Their mysterious nature can be explained by the fact that they lack referential meaning and their scope of action is hard to define, especially for nonnative speakers of English, who learn English as a foreign language, while competent native speakers do not have to seek laboriously for the contextual meaning of a word, phrase or sentence because it is obvious for them (Stubbs 1983: 4) .
English discourse markers present quite a numerous group of function words belonging to different grammatical classes. The groundwork for studying discourse markers was laid by Schiffrin (1996) . She, in fact, introduced the notion of discourse markers and defined them as sequentially dependent elements that bracket units of talk and considered them as a set of linguistic expressions that comprised members of such varied word classes as conjunctions (because, and, but, or) , interjections (oh), adverbs (now, then) , and lexicalized phrases (y'know, I mean). Her main conclusion was that these markers could work at different levels of discourse to connect utterances across different planes (Schiffrin 1996: 312; Schiffrin 2003: 54-75) . A decade later Blakemore classified as discourse markers some utterance initial units like so, well, still, after all defining the role these expressions play as marking, signaling or indicating how one unit of discourse is connected to another (Blakemore 2003: 113) . Frazer sees discourse markers as serving an integrative function in discourse, contributing to discourse coherence, he defines them as 'discourse glue' and provides their pragmatic classification; his list of discourse markers comprises about 30 lexical items belonging to different classes of words (Frazer 1993: 1-16) . Viewed traditionally, discourse markers are considered to be of indeterminable word class and uncertain meaning (Brinton 2003: 141) . Vlasyan defines discourse markers as important means of coherence and cohesion, which are necessary for successful communication (2011: 115) .
All language analysts mentioned above agree upon the fact that the main function of discourse markers is to provide cohesive ties within discourse fragments. In this article, we will try to show that cohesive function is not the only one, and by far not the most important one that these small language units can perform. To set the units under analysis apart from traditional discourse markers (see above) we define them as who analyzes commentary pragmatic markers and defines them as "linguistically encoded clues, which signal the speaker's potential communicative intentions " (1996: 168) . Pragmatic markers are defined by us as non-referential language units that perform not only the role of providing discourse cohesion but also serve as the speaker's means of either introducing some implicit semantic and pragmatic information or indicating the relevance of the information flow and topics shift in interaction. A topic in this case is understood as a coherent aggregate of thoughts introduced by some participant in a conversation, developed either by that participant or another or by several participants jointly, and then either explicitly closed or allowed to peter out (Chafe 2003: 674) .
Using componential analysis and the procedure of correlation, we came up with a list of special English pragmatic markers that play a significant role in the communication process and are united by the same invariant implicit semantics of contrast. In addition to performing cohesive functions, they convey implicit information, not only semantic but also pragmatic. Dialogical discourse was chosen as the object of our investigation because it perfectly demonstrates all the interactive characteristics and functional peculiarities of the pragmatic markers under analysis.
Classification of pragmatic markers of English in accordance with their correlative functions
There is still no acceptable classification of words into parts of speech. The most striking example here is the class of adverbs. Language analyst Palmer (1978: 60) , for example, characterizes the class of adverbs in the following way: The adverb in particular is the most peculiar class. It is quite clearly 'a rag bag' or 'dustbin'; the class into which words that do not seem to belong elsewhere are placed.
Let us take, for instance, the words that belong to the class of adverbs: again, already, still, and yet. What part of speech can these words really belong to? We will start with again. Traditionally, it is described as an adverb. So if this is the case, it should possess
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ISSN 2453-8035 DOI: 10.1515/lart-2017-0010 speech, they are discourse markers and their most important functions are revealed at the discourse level. It should also be mentioned that a proper use of discourse markers in speech is a serious challenge to those students who study English as a foreign language, and whose native language is either Ukrainian or Russian. Really, how can they use them if they do not know their meaning and their functions in speech? Due to the fact that these "lexical items" are devoid of nominative power, their meaning is by no means referential. The semantic meaning they possess is defective. It is only revealed when discourse fragments are correlated. It is really hard to teach a student how and when he should use these words as they lack referential meaning, and their scope of inherent semantic meanings and pragmatic specifications for usage are difficult to define. The meanings of those units are embedded in their grammatical behavior, in our case -textual functions. Therefore, to come up with a detailed classification, we will have to look for their common textual features and correlative peculiarities. It should be noted in this respect that so far we stick to the term "textual"
as any formal classification belongs to the sphere of "language".
As a starting point, let us compare three sentences.
1. It is warm today but it will be cold tomorrow.
2. It is warm today and it will be cold tomorrow.
It is warm today even if it is cold tomorrow.
While the sentences contain identical propositions, the use of different connectorsbut, and, even if -locates them in different situational frames. One event is made foreground (prominent), while the other serves as background. By saying (1), the speaker expects an emotional reaction from the hearer about tomorrow. In the second sentence both events (propositions) are equally highlighted. The third sentence reveals the speaker's intention to make the hearer focus his attention on the first proposition.
In other words, the first proposition is made foreground.
The conclusion is that the use of different connectors allows the speaker to focus the hearer's attention on different aspects of the same proposition. Therefore, the connectors, even the most primitive ones, possess some special 'defective' semantics, even though they are devoid of an ordinary referential power. Their semantics is procedural because it is revealed in the process of correlating propositions. To reveal the meaning of other discourse connectors and to work out their classification, it will be helpful to resort to the identical logical operation of correlating sentences. Let us compare three sentences:
1. After all, Mary is here.
2. On the other hand, Mary is here.
3. Hopefully, Mary is here.
The language units after all, on the other hand, and hopefully are function words.
However, within the scope of procedural semantics these items are fundamentally different. In the first sentence the unit after all correlates this sentence with the implicit proposition Mary was not expected to be here. In the second example the unit on the other hand introduces another proposition: something that was "on the one hand" by means of correlation. The second proposition, piece of information, is always presented in the preceding text explicitly. And finally, in the third case hopefully does not possess a correlative function as it refers only to the attached sentence.
Correlation or the absence of correlation is crucial for our investigation as it served the grounds for distinguishing different groups of function words in the English language.
All these units perform the function of discourse markers in speech but any classification is a language phenomenon. In accordance with the functions performed at the discourse level, all language units under analysis fall into three groups: (1) In this article, I am going to focus on the study of pragmatic markers belonging to the particles group, as these units are the bearers of the implicit meaning that is revealed only by means of correlation. At the same time, they are communicatively significant items of speech that call for rigorous linguistic analysis.
General characteristics and classification of particles as pragmatic markers
The general semantic meaning of pragmatic markers belonging to the group of particles is revealed at the discourse level and is based on their textual function. The main function of the group of particles is to correlate two pieces of information within the same text. The most important thing here is that one piece of information is expressed by the sentence to which it is attached, while the other proposition is expressed implicitly. In order to understand how particles work and provide their classification let us consider the following examples:
1. Only John phoned Mary today.
John only phoned Mary today.
3. John phoned only Mary today.
John phoned Mary only today.
It seems that the most evident function of only is to introduce the rheme of the utterance. However, if we drop this particle, the sentence structure will remain grammatically correct. At the same time, the rheme can be marked out by intonation or special grammatical devices. To our consideration, identifying the rheme here is definitely not the main function of this particle. What it really does is introducing some implicit information by correlating two propositions. The first proposition is presented explicitly while the second one is implicit. Shifting the position of only leads to a different implicit proposition each time:
1. Nobody else phoned Mary today.
John did nothing else to Mary.
3. John phoned Mary but nobody else.
John phoned Mary today but not any other time.
Therefore, it is obvious that the main function of only here is to create some additional, implicit information. In fact, all particles add additional semantics to the text even though it becomes clear only at the level higher than a sentence.
It is important to recognize the unique ability of particles to operate at two language levels. In a sentence, particles are attached to the rhematic words thus marking the new information. At the text level, particles bring together explicit and implicit propositions, which results in additional information. According to Rusko (2011: 199) , the semantics of particles is directly related to the phenomenon of implicit meaning.
Replacing one particle with another will result in different implicit information. Let us try using even instead of only: Even John phoned Mary today. The particle adds the following implicit meaning to the utterance: Everybody (and John) phoned Mary today.
As we can see, the functions of the particles only and even are completely different.
While only restricts the group of those who phoned Mary, even expands it.
It follows that particles are devoid of inherent, self-embedded meaning. What they do have appears when the meanings of two propositions (one explicit and the other implicit) are correlated. Because this phenomenon takes place on the higher, super syntactical level, we opted for the term discourse meaning of particles. The classification of particles we are about to offer is based on their discourse meanings.
However, we would like you to look at two more examples first.
1. John is here already.
John is here again.
Both sentences contain some implicit information. However, in the first case the implicit information (John was not here before) is contrasted to the explicit proposition while in the second case the implicit information is added. If we look at the functions of any particle from our list, we will clearly see that it is used either for contrast or addition. Correspondingly, depending on what exactly this particular unit does, all particles fall into contrastive and additive. The subdivision of particles is based on the additional meanings they bring to the text. Contrastive particles fall into temporal, concessive, restrictive-exclusive and restrictive-particularizing. In connection with this it should be noted that the terms "restrictive-exclusive" and "restrictive-particularizing" were taken from "A University English Grammar"
by Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech & Svartvick (1982: 103) . However, a correction needs to be made. The authors of the book mentioned above did not study the discourse functions of particles. Instead, they referred them to the group of adverbs functioning as focusing adjuncts. Therefore, the units are the same, even though we added more items with identical textual meanings. A detailed classification of all items defined by me as particles (Volkova 2012: 58) is given below. It should be mentioned in this respect that language units of each category were selected in accordance with the procedure of formal correlation and present a group with a limited number of language units. -restrictive-exclusive (alone, at least, barely, but, exclusively, just, only, merely, purely) and restrictive-particularizing (chiefly, especially, in particular, largely, mainly, mostly, particularly, primarily, principally) are not considered our objective for the same simple reason their scope of use is mostly identical in the English, Ukrainian, and Russian languages.
The central premise of the study of particles as pragmatic markers will become the semantic and pragmatic peculiarities of temporal and concessive particles because these two groups comprise multifunctional units frequently used in natural communication. Moreover, the majority of these mysterious pragmatic markers present a real stumbling block for the English language learners, especially those whose native languages are Ukrainian and Russian.
Temporal particles as pragmatic markers
Temporal particles include seven units : already, still, yet, so far, at last, any (no) longer, and any (no) more. The basis for treating them together is the fact that all of them possess the invariant semantic meaning of a temporal change. They always imply that the state of things was different before or will be different in the future. This meaning is inherent in their semantic structure and it is invariant for all these units.
Individual semantic meanings of temporal particles and the paradigmatic relations between them are shown in the table below. It should be mentioned, however, that it would be wrong to treat them as synonyms only on the basis of their apparently similar semantics. The truth is that all of them possess different additional semantic meanings as well as pragmatic components. The pragmatic components introduce subjective context-dependable information. Correlative implicit semantics of temporal particles is presented in the Table below. As we see from the Table, the main semantic component of temporal particles is correlation of the utterance with a temporal particle with the moment of speaking NOW, which has become a relative starting point. This in its turn correlates the semantic content of a temporal particle with the four key coordinates of the communicative situation -I, YOU, HERE, NOW. Therefore, all temporal pragmatic markers are supposed to play an important role in discourse. On the one hand, they reveal the communicant's intention, and on the other, locate the utterance within a temporal frame.
The invariant semantic meaning of already is "a change with reference to the past".
Consider the following fragment: The lobby was empty at such an early hour, and
Richard was already at his desk with a tall cup of coffee, The Wall Street Journal, and evidently very little to do (Grisham 2005: 161) .
The unit already in the proposition Richard was already at his desk introduces another proposition Richard was not at his desk earlier, which is not expressed formally but is understood by the recipient of the message. Therefore, the sentence under analysis means not only that Richard was at his desk but also that he was not there some time ago. The explicit and implicit pieces of information are anaphorically linked. If we drop already, an important piece of information will disappear.
My teaching experience and a set of tests made me arrive at the conclusion that my students associate already only with the use of the Present Perfect tense. They believe that already is always one of the markers of the Perfect tense, which is not so. Both you leaving yet? Only the second utterance is really interrogative; and the answer to the question can be either "yes" or "no". The first utterance is by no means a question:
it is a directive. Here the speaker does not expect any answer: his intention is to make the hearer stay.
Quite often in utterances, already serves as the indicator of a pragmatic transposition of a speech act (Pocheptsov 2009: 444-448 (Fielding 1996: 8) .
In this example, the speaker (Bridget) adds already to her utterance to turn down the present that her mother intends to give to her. Therefore, the utterance turns into an indirect speech act. The further context reveals the fact that Bridget's strategy did not work: Bridget's mother wanted her daughter to accept the present anyway. This leaves
Bridget no choice but to express her intention explicitly -I don't want any air-hostess bag.
The invariant meaning of still is "retaining the state of things with a future change".
This marker also has a wide range of functions. Let us turn to the following example:
"We can't tell Luigi about this," she whispered. (Fielding 1996 : 300-301).
Here still is a marker of the indirect strategy of negative evaluation: the speaker implies that Bridget did not have a boyfriend in the past and she is not dating anyone now, which is shameful for a girl.
In everyday communicative situations, still acts as an important pragmatic operator that changes the illocutionary force of an utterance. (Fielding 2005: 273) .
The utterance I haven't been out yet correlates with the implicit proposition that yet brings into the discourse: I'll be out later. The implicit information is further confirmed by the following utterance: I was about to take the dog for a walk when you called.
Therefore, yet performs the function of an informative operator as it adds implicit information to the discourse by means of correlation.
It is obvious that the use of yet in interrogative sentences is pretty common in English.
Traditionally, questions including yet are described as means of extracting information from the hearer. The expected answer is either "yes" or "no". However, we beg to disagree. A request for information is imbedded in the structure of the sentence per se. (Fielding 1996: 204) .
The illocutionary force of the speech act including yet stems from its invariant semantic meaning: "a future change". The utterance is no longer a quesitive (Pocheptsov 2009: 443-444 ) but an indirect directive: I want you to go to a voting station and vote. The particle becomes an effective tool in realizing the speaker's manipulative strategy. The latter is, however, well hidden. The addresser (Tom) does his best to save face because no one likes being manipulated. Even so, the addressee (Bridget) is well aware of the pressure, which is proved by her comparison of Tom's inducement strategy with the methods of the Spanish Inquisition.
Let us look at another example where yet is also a pragmatic marker of an indirect speech act:
"What about Julia?" Cindy interrupted.
"Julia?" Leigh scoffed. "Julia has yet to honor us with her presence" (Fielding 2005: 33) .
Here, the grammatical meaning of a future change is combined with the pragmatic meaning of the speaker's confidence that things will indeed become different. This makes the utterance Julia has yet to honor us with her presence not only ironical but also presents an indirect speech act. By simply adding yet, the speaker transposes the utterance into an indirect speech act of negative evaluation: Julia's behaviour is not approved of because she takes the liberty of being late.
The invariant meaning of so far is close to that of yet. These two units are usually considered as semantically identical due to their ability to indicate a temporal change with reference to the future. However, unlike so far, the particle yet has some additional meanings, the ones we discussed in the previous paragraphs. (Grisham 2005: 433) .
In this fragment, the proposition nothing definite yet correlates with the implicit piece of information (proposition) there will be something (definite) in the future. Yet is the marker of this implicit information at the discourse level. In this context, the meaning of a future change expressed by yet is combined with the pragmatic meaning of the speaker's certitude in the fact that something is really going to be different (things looked promising). This pragmatic meaning of the speaker's certitude in the future temporal change will play an important role in establishing the difference between so far and yet.
The functional properties of so far appear quite different. In order to understand how this language unit works, consider the following example:
He walked past four cabins, each with at least three passengers, none of whom looked suspicious. He went to the restroom, locked the door, and waited until the train began to slow. Then it stopped. Zug was a two-minute layover, and the train so far had been ridiculously on time (Grisham 2008: 260) .
In this fragment, the proposition expressed by the train so far had been ridiculously on time correlates with the implicit proposition the train may not be on time in the future.
It follows that the component "a temporal change in the future" is also present in the semantic structure of so far. However, in this case the speaker is not so certain that the temporal change will take place. On the contrary, he hopes that it will never happen and the train will arrive at the place of destination on time. Still he leaves place for some doubt, and he shows it by using the commentary adverb ridiculously. Thus, the semantic meaning of the future change is combined with the pragmatic meaning of the speaker's uncertainty about this change.
As we have seen, though grammatically similar, discourse markers yet and so far have obvious pragmatic distinctions that depend on the speaker's estimation of the future event as either highly possible or problematic. Therefore, these temporal pragmatic markers have different spheres of pragmatic application. 1. And Jude had heard survey on the radio that by the turn of the millennium a third of all households will be single, therefore proving that at last we are no longer tragic freaks (Fielding 1996: 77) .
2. "Anyway, there's no such thing as general knowledge any more," I said indignantly (Fielding 2000: 247) . The invariant semantic meaning of at last is "a temporal change with reference to the past". On the one hand, at last possesses the same semantic content as the unit already, but on the other, the temporal change revealed by at last is pragmatically different. The presence of at last suggests that the speaker treats the temporal change as something long expected. There seems to be little doubt that at last has a high pragmatic potential.
Besides, this particle is informatively charged, which explains the fact that it is often used as an indicator of indirect speech acts and a marker of certain tactics and strategies of communication. (Fielding 2000: 44) .
In the given fragment the utterance You must be really pleased to get a boyfriend at last correlates with the implicit proposition You have not had a boyfriend for a long time. The semantic meaning of at last ("a temporal change with reference to the past")
is expanded by the additional pragmatic component "a long expected change". The pragmatic marker becomes an important means of rendering pragmatic information as it turns the utterance into an indirect speech act of negative evaluation: the speaker hints that the hearer (Bridget) has not had a boyfriend for a long time because she is not attractive.
In this regard we should mention that the word finally is often mistakenly used as a synonym of at last. However, at the discourse level they reveal different functions -at last correlates explicit and implicit propositions and possesses the semantic meaning of a long expected temporal change while finally correlates explicit propositions and indicates the last event in the succession of other events, though sometimes finally can also bear the pragmatic meaning of an expected change. Anyway, they belong to different categories in our classification and have different application characteristics (Volkova 2011: 19) . In fact, these markers are false synonyms (Volkova 2011a: 5-9 and adequate translation into Ukrainian or Russian is possible only in case we take into account interactive functions of these units in dialogical discourse (Volkova 2013: 412). This observation is crucial for our research because it served as the basis for distinguishing other pragmatic markers that possess the same concessive semantics.
Concessive particles as pragmatic markers
The analysis of the above-mentioned pragmatic markers proves that their characteristics may be different depending on whether they are viewed as components of a single utterance or parts of higher, discourse-level units. At the utterance level, concessive pragmatic markers are syntactically independent elements attached either to the whole utterance or to one of its components. At the discourse level, however, (Segal 1995: 105) .
Here anyway is used as a pre-closing device. The use of this pragmatic marker shows the speaker's intention to signal to the hearer that the conversation is over: Sandy's father does not feel like discussing an unpleasant subject about his wife (Sandy's mother), and using anyway allows him to back out of the conversation. The indirect tactic is chosen by the speaker in order to weaken a possible negative perlocutionary effect on the hearer.
The example to follow illustrates the use of anyway as the pragmatic marker of the speaker's intention to show that she thinks the event has taken place despite some objective circumstances: shows that the speaker performs an indirect speech act of negative evaluation.
The pragmatic markers actually and in fact are described together because of their nearly similar functions in the discourse. Consequently, their semantic meanings are identical. Even so, we choose to use the hedging adjective "nearly" to make it clear that in fact and actually may differ in their pragmatic specifications. Therefore, we cannot define them as absolute synonyms. However, in certain contexts, they become rather close because of the implicit semantics they convey. It can be explained by the fact that both pragmatic markers possess contrastive-concessive semantics, which becomes clear at the discourse level. Both units convey the idea of partial contradiction/correction of the communicant's previous statement. Both actually and in fact are effective tools of introducing that additional information that the speaker considers relevant and necessary.
Our studies have clearly shown that communicants tend to use in fact when they want to correct themselves in order to sound more convincing. When used in this function, in fact becomes an effective pragmatic device for different communicative strategies.
Consider the following example: "So what's left?" I ask. "Not much," she says quickly.
"In fact, nothing" (Grisham 1996: 61) .
In this dialogical fragment the meaning of concession inherent in the semantic structure of in fact can be spelled out in the following way: though I've already answered your question, I'm afraid I wasn't convincing enough. Clearly, in fact is used as a component of the face-saving strategy. The speaker is well aware of the fact that the Maxim of Quantity (Grice 1985: 222) is flouted, so he uses the pragmatic marker to prove that the given additional information is necessary for him.
The most evident interactive function of actually lies in providing the speaker's disagreement with the hearer's previous statement. In other words, it is aimed at disproving the information provided before. Consider the following example:
The (Fielding 1996: 170) .
The communicative intention of the speaker (Bridget) is to disprove the humiliating and offensive hint concerning her clothes (a bunny girl outfit). For this reason, Bridget's reply sounds ironical. The effect of irony is achieved due to the use of actually.
It follows that actually and in fact are characterized by different interactive functions:
actually is mostly used when the speaker disagrees with the hearer and wants to correct the hearer's statement, while the presence of in fact is the speaker's attempt to correct his own speech product.
The semantic meaning of after all, resulting from correlating explicit and implicit propositions at the discourse level, can be disclosed in the following way: "an event happened, will happen or may happen despite objective factors".
It is a well-known fact that sometimes the most important textual information is revealed implicitly. The conventional implicatures (Grice 1985: 226-227 "They are our ally after all," Norman protested, although without much conviction (Isaacs 1988: 253) .
The use of after all in this example suggests the presence of the implicit proposition To which Zero Mostel answered, "Zero Mostel" (Segal 1985: 328-329) .
The use of after all here reveals the speaker's attempt at reasoning with the hearer, which turns this marker into a component of the manipulative strategy of convincing.
Besides, it plays an important role in the pragmatic transposition of a question into a directive. The mere fact that the speaker's (Theodora Hamilton's) attempt failed creates a humoristic effect.
The semantic meaning of really is "contrary to what the hearer thinks". This meaning is not always so evident. Yet, a detailed componential analysis will always reveal the presence of the invariant meaning of contrastive concession in the semantic structure of really.
As a pragmatic marker, really is often used in dialogical discourse. In fact, it is often one of the key words used by speakers to convey their communicative intentions.
Consider the following example with really as a component of the argumentative He smiled through his tears (Heller 2001: 18) .
In this dialogical fragment, an unfaithful husband is trying to convince his wife that contrary to her belief, he will never cheat on her again. The use of really strengthens the convincing power of the speaker's words. "No, you look like a five-year-old in your mother's make-up," he said (Fielding 1996: 148).
Bridget's hidden intention is to induce her friend (Tom) to say that she looks young and attractive. Tom, on the other hand, is well aware of the fact that he is being manipulated and refuses to compliment Bridget. In fact, it is a perfect example of speech manipulation that is studied intensively in modern linguistics (Morozova 2013: 84-91; Radzievskaya 2013: 92-99; Sorokina 2013 ).
In addition to serving as the key for the correct interpretation of indirect speech acts, really can perform different interactive functions and introduce such communicative strategies as evaluation strategy, correction strategy, argumentative strategy, manipulation strategy, answer-evading strategy, re-continuation strategy, and gapfilling strategy (Volkova 2013a: 35-40) . The latter is quite frequent in dialogical discourse. Gap-filling devices help communicants keep conversation going and not to She's got really good skin" (Fielding 1996: 147) .
Here really is a multifunctional conversational device. Firstly, it is a gap-filler: by using this pragmatic marker Rebecca tries to mask her embarrassment, as she realizes she said a stupid thing and Bridget is hurt. In fact, her speech move is a communicative failure.
However, the conversation cannot be finished like that. Therefore, secondly, really is also a component of the re-continuation strategy: it signals that the hearer is still an active listener and his speech contribution will follow. Consequently, this pragmatic marker is a suitable component in various responsive strategies and tactics (Lukianets 2016).
Sometimes the use of really as a gap-filler helps the speaker gain time in order to react to the message properly as in the example below. (Heller 2001: 25) .
In this example, the secretary attempts to mask her surprise at hearing unexpected news. Really is used as a gap-filling responsive tactic that helps the secretary think of a proper answer. The echo-question Cancel your trip? is used by the speaker with the same communicative goal.
In dialogical discourse really is often used as a component of the re-continuation strategy. Consider the following example, where really is used to keep the conversation going. It is also a component of the re-opening strategy, which means that it expresses the speaker's reaction to what the previous speaker said and elicits a response: She nodded. "Eva Goudsmit. We grew up like sisters" (Segal 1985: 395) .
Pragmatic markers in hedging strategies
Communicative hedging strategies are closely connected with the theory of politeness (Brown & Levinson 1987) and the theory of "face" (Goffman 1967 ). According to Thomas, within politeness theory "face" is best understood as every individual's feeling of self-worth or self-image; this image can be damaged, maintained or enhanced through interaction with others (Thomas 1995: 169) . We try to stick to observing face norms in order to make our communication felicitous.
According to Yule, whenever you say something that lessens the possible threat to another's face, it can be described as a face-saving act (2010: 135). A face-saving act often results in indirect face-saving strategies. Indirect face-saving strategies, in their turn, make communicants resort to the strategy of hedging. Generally, the notion of "hedging" is very popular in modern linguistics. The Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English defines "hedge" as something that gives protection (1987: 488).
As a linguistic notion, it means almost the same: we use hedges when speaking or writing in order to protect ourselves from being too explicit or too exposed. We make our speech vague with the purpose of saving face when it is necessary. In natural communication, hedges become indispensable components of hedging strategies.
Pragmatic markers analyzed above can be effectively used for this purpose.
Of all the pragmatic markers characterized by a noticeable hedging potential, the marker anyway stands out as the most informative and multifunctional. It should be mentioned in this respect that a lot depends on the position of this word in the utterance (Volkova 2012: 86) . In the utterance-initial position anyway is a marker of the following conversational hedging strategies: the strategy of topic changing, the strategy of closing the topic of conversation, the strategy of implicit evaluation. These strategies are obviously indirect because the meaning of concession inherent in the semantic structure of anyway is implicit. Consider the following example: (Fielding 2000: 247) .
In the discourse fragment given above anyway is used as a component of the preclosing hedging tactic. Its scope of meaning can be revealed in the following way:
though you consider all that funny, I'm not going to develop this embarrassing for me topic. For Bridget, this pre-closing tactic is part of a face-saving strategy. She does not want to look like an ignorant person who does not know the location of Germany.
The following example illustrates the use of anyway as the main component of the strategy of changing the topic of conversation: (Segal 1985: 502) .
The speaker (George) uses anyway in the last utterance of this discourse fragment to introduce the implicit proposition though it might be interesting to you, I don't want to discuss my relations with a well-known politician. The speaker resorts to hedging strategy to weaken a possible negative perlocutionary effect on the hearer. At the same time, George tries to save his face because of a sudden change in the topic of conversation.
Due to the meaning of concessive contrast, anyway can become the most important device for the realization of indirect strategy of evaluation. Let us look at the following discourse fragment:
Actually is another pragmatic marker that is often used as (Fielding 2010: 188) .
In the dialogical fragment quoted above actually introduces the following implicit information: though you think I've hired Patsy because of her appearance. The specific procedural concessive semantics of this pragmatic marker makes it a perfect means of fulfilling the face-saving hedging strategy of disproving an offensive hint. In addition, its contrastive-concessive potential helps weaken the negative effect of breaking into the conversation.
The unique ability of pragmatic markers to serve as hedges in speech communication makes them an ideal means of manipulating the listener. Speech manipulation is nearly always performed secretly. The speaker wants to induce the listener to come to certain conclusions, to change his point of view or to perform specific actions. In other words, the speaker acts in his own interests and tries to manipulate the listener. Nobody likes being manipulated, which is why it is not done openly. Speech manipulation strategy is our secret weapon when we want the person we are talking to to act in our interests (Fielding 2000: 30) .
Summing up the results of the research, we represented possible interactive functions of pragmatic markers in English dialogical discourse in Table 4 . Vendler's statement becomes crucial for our research if we compare pragmatic markers with small flies! Indeed, they are small and almost unnoticeable language units but the role they play in speech can hardly be overestimated. In fact, such units are perfect means of introducing important pragmatic information, especially in dialogical discourse, and we tried to prove it in our investigation. Moreover, they bring the utterance into the world of "communicative reality" (Vasko 2013: 32) .
Our study of pragmatic markers already, still, yet, so far, at last, any (no) longer, any (no) more, anyway, actually, in fact, after all, really has shown that they have two sets of characteristics: as meaningful units of language in a system and as pragmatic markers in speech. As pragmatic markers, they are important means of rendering implicit pragmatic information necessary for discourse interpretation.
Having used componential analysis we managed to select a group of language units, which possess in their semantic structure the implicit semantic component "contrast".
The group includes temporal pragmatic markers already, still, yet, so far, at last, any (no) longer, any (no) Further research on the topic lies in investigating the role of pragmatic markers of the selected group as means of defining discourse personality types in a situational discourse, which is defined by Karasik & Gillespie (2014: 24) 
Résumé in English
The article focuses on the study of pragmatic markers in English dialogical discourse. The author's aim was to reveal specific conditions of functioning of those language units that are devoid of referential and nominative power but perform a significant role in the process of verbal interaction. The author defines pragmatic markers as nonreferential language units that serve as the speaker's means of introducing some implicit semantic and pragmatic information or indicating the relevance of the information provided. Using componential analysis, I came up with a list of special English pragmatic markers that play a significant role in communication process and are united by the same implicit semantics of contrast. Their implicit semantics is revealed by the operation of correlating the utterance with the pragmatic marker to the implicit proposition it introduces in discourse. The following non-nominative language units turned out to reveal similar implicit contrastive semantics: temporal markers already, still, yet, so far, at last, any (no) longer, any (no) more and concessive markers anyway, actually, in fact, after all, really. The next step was to investigate pragmatic peculiarities of the selected units. All of them turned out to be bearers of a certain pragmatic meaning. While the semantic meaning is inherent in the semantic structure of the marker, the pragmatic meaning appears in the context or communicative situation. Pragmatic markers of the selected group are used in discourse as means of realization of the speaker's communicative intention and serve as illocutionary indicators of indirect speech acts and accordingly, they are engaged in a speech act pragmatic transposition. Besides, they are important components of indirect communicative strategies and tactics of face-saving, topic changing, topic recontinuation, evaluation, hedging, manipulation, gap-filling, argumentation, inducement, reasoning, and disproving.
Keywords: pragmatic marker, dialogical discourse, function words, correlation, implicit meaning, communicative intention, illocutionary indicator, pragmatic transposition, speech act, communicative strategy.
Résumé in German
Der Artikel befasst sich mit dem Studium der pragmatischen Marker in dem englischen Marker already, still, yet, so far, at last, any (no) 
Résumé in Russian
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